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Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on 2/25/09 has been entered. 



Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to whether Knudson et al in view of Swanke et al 
teach or suggest "phase" have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of 
rejection. 

3. Applicant's arguments filed with respect to whether Swanke et al teaches start and end 
dates have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. Examiner points to previously 
cited portion of Swanke et al, column 5, lines 4-15, wherein start and end as well as tasks that 
may gate the start of a task. In addition, Swanke et al teaches allowing the start of a gated task 
once the prerequisite task is complete, therefore the start and end dates must be updated upon the 
completion of a prerequisite task. Previous rejections upheld. 

4. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims wherein at least one individual with 
responsibility for the next phase of the project development process is notified the next phase can 
begin have been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

5. Applicant's arguments, with respect to previous rejections under 35 USC 1 12, have been 
fully considered and are persuasive. The rejections under 35 USC 1 12 have been withdrawn. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made 

7. Claims 1-17 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Knudson et al, 
US 5,765,140, in view of Swanke, US 7,212,987, further in view of Turnbull et al, US 
5,208,765. 

As per claim 1, Knudson et al teaches gathering project related information from different 
sources within the enterprise (column 3, line 20 - column 4, line 46 - the dynamic project 
management system includes a time entry system (TES), an automated issue management system 
(AIMS) and a capital budget project tracking analysis system (CBPTA) wherein data is gathered 
from different sources regarding personnel resource data and funding data); using the gathered 
information to create a plurality of reports including a portion of the project related information 
from a first source and a portion of the project related information from a second source (column 
9, lines 29-38 - the TES is configured to prepare reports for tracking financial and project metric, 
project time schedules as well as funding progress); displaying, in a graphical user interface 
providing access to a plurality of sub-graphical user interfaces, the gathered information and the 
reports for assessment (column 6, lines 5-54 - interface modules for viewing project and 
financial information); analyzing the displayed information and reports to monitor the progress 
of the project through the project development process (column 7, lines 25-47 - project 
managers may track and control project process). 



Application/Control Number: 1 0/643 ,4 1 7 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3624 

Knudson et al teaches assigning project tasks to available employees and contractors 
(column 2, lines 42-55) and also teaches monitoring project progress (column 7, lines 25-47), but 
does not explicitly teach determining an end of task of the project development process; 
notifying at least one individual with responsibility for a next task of the project development 
process, upon the completion of the previous task within the project development process, by 
automatically sending a message to the at least one of the individuals with responsibility for the 
next task in the project development process, the message informing the at least one individual 
that the next task can begin; determining a start date and an end date for the next task in the 
project development process; and automatically updating a scheduled of the project development 
process with the start and end date for the next task. Swanke teaches automatically notifying 
resources of corresponding task responsibilities and associated due dates based on the project 
plan; the automatic notification takes place notifying the resources of additional tasks as 
prerequisite tasks are completed (column 2, lines 1-38). Swanke also teaches each task is 
entered along with normal start and end dates as well as any tasks that may gate the start of the 
task and any task that may be gated by the task (column 5, lines 4-15). Swanke teaches only 
allowing the start of a gated task once the prerequisite task is complete, therefore the start and 
end dates must be updated upon the completion of a prerequisite task (column 5, lines 4-58). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the notification that a project phase can begin in the system of Knudson et al since the claimed 
invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element would 
have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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The combination of Knudson et al and Swanke et al teaches all of the above with respect 
to tasks of a project but do not explicitly teach a phase of the project development process 
wherein the phase comprises a segment of the project development process that includes multiple 
tasks that are grouped together as a related functional process. Turnbull et al teaches a product 
development system wherein the status of projects are monitored and reported. Turnbull et al 
also teaches segmentation wherein stages of the project are performed sequentially. Also, each 
stage is typically selected so that each stage corresponds to one complete phase of the product 
development status. The sole difference between the primary reference and the claimed subject 
matter is that the primary reference does not disclose the phases as claimed. The secondary 
reference discloses phases of project and shows monitoring phases of a project was known in the 
prior art at the time of the invention. Since each individual element and its function are shown in 
the prior art, albeit shown in separate reference, the difference between the claimed subject 
matter and the prior art rests not on any individual element or function but in the very 
combination itself - that is in the substitution of the project phases of the secondary reference for 
the individual tasks of the primary reference. Thus, the simple substitution of one known 
element for another producing a predictable result renders the claim obvious. 

As per claim 2, Knudson et al teaches information is gathered from a group of sources 
comprising: a human resources data system (column 3, lines 3 1-33 - personnel resource data); a 
billing system; a fiscal information system; a financial time reporting system (column 4, lines 8- 
25 - the time entry system); a knowledge/document management system; a project management 
system (column 4, lines 26-46 - the TES/Plan module provides interface for project 
management); a process modeling tool; and a tactical project planning and management tool. 
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Knudson et al teaches gathering information from several sources, but doesn't expressly teach the 
specific systems and tools recited in the claim; however, these differences are only found in the 
non- functional descriptive material and are not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do 
they alter the recited structural elements. The recited method steps would be performed the same 
regardless of the specific data. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the 
specific data. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the 
prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 
(Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP 3 2106. 

As per claim 3, Knudson et al teaches information is gathered from each of a group of 
sources comprising: a human resources data system (column 3, lines 31-33 - personnel resource 
data); a billing system; a fiscal information system; a financial time reporting system (column 4, 
lines 8-25 - the time entry system); a knowledge/document management system; a project 
management system (column 4, lines 26-46 - the TES/Plan module provides interface for project 
management); a process modeling tool; and a tactical project planning and management tool. 
Knudson et al teaches gathering information from several sources, but doesn't expressly teach the 
specific systems and tools recited in the claim; however, these differences are only found in the 
non- functional descriptive material and are not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do 
they alter the recited structural elements. The recited method steps would be performed the same 
regardless of the specific data. Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the 
specific data. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the claimed invention from the 
prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 
(Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP a 2106. 
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As per claim 4, Knudson et al teaches reports are selected from the actual costs of the 
project (column 9, lines 30-37 - funding progress); the actual time spent on a project (column 9, 
lines 30-37 - tracking project time scheduled progress); and quality metrics related to the actual 
costs and time of a project compared to the estimated costs and time (column 2, lines 56-63 - 
project managers can periodically track and control project progress in accordance with the 
previously defined time schedules and associated funding). 

As per claim 5, Knudson et al teaches reports each of a group of reports comprising: the 
actual costs of a project (column 9, lines 30-37 - funding progress); the actual time spent on a 
project (column 9, lines 30-37 - tracking project time scheduled progress); and quality metrics 
related to the actual costs and time of a project compared to the estimated costs and time (column 
2, lines 56-63 - project managers can periodically track and control project progress in 
accordance with the previously defined time schedules and associated funding). 

As per claim 6, Knudson et al teaches monitoring of the progress is performed through 
interaction with a graphical user interface and are selected from a group of steps comprising: 
approving the concept to move from one phase of the project development process to the next 
phase; providing an estimate of the cost of a change to the scope of a project; viewing the status 
of a project (column 7, lines 1-6); viewing a timeline of the work done on a project (column 7, 
lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); viewing a timeline of the work remaining on a project 
(column 7, lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); viewing the human resources assigned to a 
project (column 3, lines 30-35 - personnel resource data); viewing the large-scale initiatives to 
which the project is related; automatically updating a schedule when project-related events 
occur; and calculating a score reflecting the worthiness of a project-related concept. 
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As per claim 7, Knudson et al teaches monitoring of the progress is performed through 
interaction with a graphical user interface and include each of a group of steps comprising: 
approving the concept to move from one phase of the project development process to the next 
phase; providing an estimate of the cost of a change to the scope of a project; viewing the status 
of a project (column 7, lines 1-6); viewing a timeline of the work done on a project (column 7, 
lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); viewing a timeline of the work remaining on a project 
(column 7, lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); viewing the human resources assigned to a 
project (column 3, lines 30-35 - personnel resource data); viewing the large-scale initiatives to 
which the project is related; automatically updating a schedule when project-related events 
occur; and calculating a score reflecting the worthiness of a project-related concept. 

As per claim 8, Knudson et al teaches characterizing the type of work to be done within a 
project (column 6, lines 4-14 - TES/Plan interface module for creating tasks and assigning); 
categorizing the type of work based on the characterization (column 6, lines 4-14 - TES/Plan 
interface module for creating tasks and assigning); routing the work to an appropriate 
organization based on the categorization; displaying steps in the project development process in 
a set of computer based graphical user interfaces all of which can be accessed via one or more 
electronic links from a single graphical user interface (column 6, lines 4-14 - the assignments 
table resides in a common or master database and can be accessed by each server and lists 
assigned tasks for the projects); and performing actions in the project development process 
through interactions with the graphical user interfaces (column 6, lines 25-30 - the project file is 
update with the TEX/Plan module). 
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Knudson et al teaches assigning project tasks to available employees and contractors 
(column 2, lines 42-55) and also teaches monitoring project progress (column 7, lines 25-47), but 
does not explicitly teach determining an end of phase of the project development process; 
notifying at least one individual with responsibility for a next phase of the project development 
process, upon the completion of the previous phase within the project development process, by 
automatically sending a message to the at least one of the individuals with responsibility for the 
next phase in the project development process, the message informing the at least one individual 
that the next phase can begin; determining a start date and an end date for the next phase in the 
project development process; and automatically updating a scheduled of the project development 
process with the start and end date for the next phase. Swanke teaches automatically notifying 
resources of corresponding task responsibilities and associated due dates based on the project 
plan; the automatic notification takes place notifying the resources of additional tasks as 
prerequisite tasks are completed (column 2, lines 1-38). Swanke also teaches each task is 
entered along with normal start and end dates as well as any tasks that may gate the start of the 
task and any task that may be gated by the task (column 5, lines 4-15). Swanke teaches only 
allowing the start of a gated task once the prerequisite task is complete, therefore the start and 
end dates must be updated upon the completion of a prerequisite task (column 5, lines 4-58). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the notification that a project phase can begin in the system of Knudson et al since the claimed 
invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element would 
have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
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The combination of Knudson et al and Swanke et al teaches all of the above with respect 
to tasks of a project but do not explicitly teach a phase of the project development process 
wherein the phase comprises a segment of the project development process that includes multiple 
tasks that are grouped together as a related functional process. Turnbull et al teaches a product 
development system wherein the status of projects are monitored and reported. Turnbull et al 
also teaches segmentation wherein stages of the project are performed sequentially. Also, each 
stage is typically selected so that each stage corresponds to one complete phase of the product 
development status. The sole difference between the primary reference and the claimed subject 
matter is that the primary reference does not disclose the phases as claimed. The secondary 
reference discloses phases of project and shows monitoring phases of a project was known in the 
prior art at the time of the invention. Since each individual element and its function are shown in 
the prior art, albeit shown in separate reference, the difference between the claimed subject 
matter and the prior art rests not on any individual element or function but in the very 
combination itself - that is in the substitution of the project phases of the secondary reference for 
the individual tasks of the primary reference. Thus, the simple substitution of one known 
element for another producing a predictable result renders the claim obvious. 

As per claim 9, Knudson et al teaches actions are selected from a group of actions 
comprising: approving the concept to move from one phase of the project development process 
to the next phase; providing an estimate of the cost of a change to the scope of a project; viewing 
the status of a project (column 7, lines 1-6); viewing a timeline of the work done on a project 
(column 7, lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); viewing a timeline of the work remaining 
on a project (column 7, lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); viewing the human resources 
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assigned to a project (column 3, lines 30-35 - personnel resource data); viewing the large-scale 
initiatives to which the project is related; calculating a score reflecting the worthiness of a 
project-related concept; creating reports related to the project development process; and viewing 
the reports (column 9, lines 29-38 - the TES is configured to prepare reports for tracking 
financial and project metric, project time schedules as well as funding progress). 

As per claim 10, Knudson et al teaches the limitations according to claim 9 above, but 
does not explicitly teach upon the completion of a phase within the project development process, 
automatically sending a message to at least one individual with responsibility for the next phase 
in the project development process informing the individual that the next phase can begin; and 
automatically updating a schedule when project-related events occur. Swanke teaches 
automatically notifying resources of corresponding task responsibilities and associated due dates 
based on the project plan; the automatic notification takes place notifying the resources of 
additional tasks as prerequisite tasks are completed (column 2, lines 1-38). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the notification 
that a project phase can begin in the system of Knudson et al since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

As per claim 1 1 , Knudson et al teaches approving the concept to move from one phase of 
the project development process to the next phase; providing an estimate of the cost of a change 
to the scope of a project; viewing the status of a project (column 7, lines 1-6); viewing a timeline 
of the work done on a project (column 7, lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); viewing a 
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timeline of the work remaining on a project (column 7, lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); 
viewing the human resources assigned to a project (column 3, lines 30-35 - personnel resource 
data); viewing the large-scale initiatives to which the project is related; calculating a score 
reflecting the worthiness of a project-related concept; creating reports related to the project 
development process; and viewing the reports (column 9, lines 29-38 - the TES is configured to 
prepare reports for tracking financial and project metric, project time schedules as well as 
funding progress). 

As per claim 12, Knudson et al teaches the limitations according to claim 1 1 above, but 
does not explicitly teach upon the completion of a phase within the project development process, 
automatically sending a message to at least one individual with responsibility for the next phase 
in the project development process informing the individual that the next phase can begin; and 
automatically updating a schedule when project-related events occur. Swanke teaches 
automatically notifying resources of corresponding task responsibilities and associated due dates 
based on the project plan; the automatic notification takes place notifying the resources of 
additional tasks as prerequisite tasks are completed (column 2, lines 1-38). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the notification 
that a project phase can begin in the system of Knudson et al since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

As per claim 13, Knudson et al teaches a set of computer-based graphical user interfaces 
all of which can be accessed, via one or more links, from a single graphical user interface, each 
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of which displays project-related information and each of which allows actions in the 
management of the progress of a project to be performed through interaction with the graphical 
user interface (column 6, lines 4-14 - the assignments table resides in a common or master 
database and can be accessed by each server and lists assigned tasks for the projects; column 6, 
lines 25-30 - the project file is update with the TEX/Plan module). 

Knudson et al teaches assigning project tasks to available employees and contractors 
(column 2, lines 42-55) and also teaches monitoring project progress (column 7, lines 25-47), but 
does not explicitly teach determining an end of phase of the project development process; 
notifying at least one individual with responsibility for a next phase of the project development 
process, upon the completion of the previous phase within the project development process, by 
automatically sending a message to the at least one of the individuals with responsibility for the 
next phase in the project development process, the message informing the at least one individual 
that the next phase can begin; determining a start date and an end date for the next phase in the 
project development process; and automatically updating a scheduled of the project development 
process with the start and end date for the next phase. Swanke teaches automatically notifying 
resources of corresponding task responsibilities and associated due dates based on the project 
plan; the automatic notification takes place notifying the resources of additional tasks as 
prerequisite tasks are completed (column 2, lines 1-38). Swanke also teaches each task is 
entered along with normal start and end dates as well as any tasks that may gate the start of the 
task and any task that may be gated by the task (column 5, lines 4-15). Swanke teaches only 
allowing the start of a gated task once the prerequisite task is complete, therefore the start and 
end dates must be updated upon the completion of a prerequisite task (column 5, lines 4-58). It 
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would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include 
the notification that a project phase can begin in the system of Knudson et al since the claimed 
invention is merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element would 
have performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would 
have recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

The combination of Knudson et al and Swanke et al teaches all of the above with respect 
to tasks of a project but do not explicitly teach a phase of the project development process 
wherein the phase comprises a segment of the project development process that includes multiple 
tasks that are grouped together as a related functional process. Turnbull et al teaches a product 
development system wherein the status of projects are monitored and reported. Turnbull et al 
also teaches segmentation wherein stages of the project are performed sequentially. Also, each 
stage is typically selected so that each stage corresponds to one complete phase of the product 
development status. The sole difference between the primary reference and the claimed subject 
matter is that the primary reference does not disclose the phases as claimed. The secondary 
reference discloses phases of project and shows monitoring phases of a project was known in the 
prior art at the time of the invention. Since each individual element and its function are shown in 
the prior art, albeit shown in separate reference, the difference between the claimed subject 
matter and the prior art rests not on any individual element or function but in the very 
combination itself - that is in the substitution of the project phases of the secondary reference for 
the individual tasks of the primary reference. Thus, the simple substitution of one known 
element for another producing a predictable result renders the claim obvious. 
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As per claim 14, Knudson et al teaches approving the concept to move from one task of 
the project development process to the next task; providing an estimate of the cost of a change to 
the scope of a project; viewing the status of a project (column 7, lines 1-6); viewing a timeline of 
the work done on a project (column 7, lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); viewing a 
timeline of the work remaining on a project (column 7, lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); 
viewing the human resources assigned to a project (column 3, lines 30-35 - personnel resource 
data); viewing the large-scale initiatives to which the project is related; calculating a score 
reflecting the worthiness of a project-related concept; creating reports related to the project 
development process; and viewing the reports (column 9, lines 29-38 - the TES is configured to 
prepare reports for tracking financial and project metric, project time schedules as well as 
funding progress). 

Knudson et al and Swanke et al teaches all of the above with respect to tasks of a project 
but do not explicitly teach a phase of the project development process wherein the phase 
comprises a segment of the project development process that includes multiple tasks that are 
grouped together as a related functional process. Turnbull et al teaches a product development 
system wherein the status of projects are monitored and reported. Turnbull et al also teaches 
segmentation wherein stages of the project are performed sequentially. Also, each stage is 
typically selected so that each stage corresponds to one complete phase of the product 
development status. The sole difference between the primary reference and the claimed subject 
matter is that the primary reference does not disclose the phases as claimed. The secondary 
reference discloses phases of project and shows monitoring phases of a project was known in the 
prior art at the time of the invention. Since each individual element and its function are shown in 



Application/Control Number: 10/643,417 Page 16 

Art Unit: 3624 

the prior art, albeit shown in separate reference, the difference between the claimed subject 
matter and the prior art rests not on any individual element or function but in the very 
combination itself - that is in the substitution of the project phases of the secondary reference for 
the individual tasks of the primary reference. Thus, the simple substitution of one known 
element for another producing a predictable result renders the claim obvious. 

As per claim 15, Knudson et al teaches the limitations according to claim 14 above, but 
does not explicitly teach upon the completion of a phase within the project development process, 
automatically sending a message to at least one individual with responsibility for the next phase 
in the project development process informing the individual that the next phase can begin; and 
automatically updating a schedule when project-related events occur. Swanke teaches 
automatically notifying resources of corresponding task responsibilities and associated due dates 
based on the project plan; the automatic notification takes place notifying the resources of 
additional tasks as prerequisite tasks are completed (column 2, lines 1-38). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the notification 
that a project phase can begin in the system of Knudson et al since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

The combination of Knudson et al and Swanke et al teaches all of the above with respect 
to tasks of a project but do not explicitly teach a phase of the project development process 
wherein the phase comprises a segment of the project development process that includes multiple 
tasks that are grouped together as a related functional process. Turnbull et al teaches a product 
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development system wherein the status of projects are monitored and reported. Turnbull et al 
also teaches segmentation wherein stages of the project are performed sequentially. Also, each 
stage is typically selected so that each stage corresponds to one complete phase of the product 
development status. The sole difference between the primary reference and the claimed subject 
matter is that the primary reference does not disclose the phases as claimed. The secondary 
reference discloses phases of project and shows monitoring phases of a project was known in the 
prior art at the time of the invention. Since each individual element and its function are shown in 
the prior art, albeit shown in separate reference, the difference between the claimed subject 
matter and the prior art rests not on any individual element or function but in the very 
combination itself - that is in the substitution of the project phases of the secondary reference for 
the individual tasks of the primary reference. Thus, the simple substitution of one known 
element for another producing a predictable result renders the claim obvious. 

As per claim 16, Knudson et al teaches approving the concept to move from one task of 
the project development process to the next task; providing an estimate of the cost of a change to 
the scope of a project; viewing the status of a project (column 7, lines 1-6); viewing a timeline of 
the work done on a project (column 7, lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); viewing a 
timeline of the work remaining on a project (column 7, lines 1-6 - estimated time to completion); 
viewing the human resources assigned to a project (column 3, lines 30-35 - personnel resource 
data); viewing the large-scale initiatives to which the project is related; calculating a score 
reflecting the worthiness of a project-related concept; creating reports related to the project 
development process; and viewing the reports (column 9, lines 29-38 - the TES is configured to 
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prepare reports for tracking financial and project metric, project time schedules as well as 
funding progress). 

The combination of Knudson et al and Swanke et al teaches all of the above with respect 
to tasks of a project but do not explicitly teach a phase of the project development process 
wherein the phase comprises a segment of the project development process that includes multiple 
tasks that are grouped together as a related functional process. Turnbull et al teaches a product 
development system wherein the status of projects are monitored and reported. Turnbull et al 
also teaches segmentation wherein stages of the project are performed sequentially. Also, each 
stage is typically selected so that each stage corresponds to one complete phase of the product 
development status. The sole difference between the primary reference and the claimed subject 
matter is that the primary reference does not disclose the phases as claimed. The secondary 
reference discloses phases of project and shows monitoring phases of a project was known in the 
prior art at the time of the invention. Since each individual element and its function are shown in 
the prior art, albeit shown in separate reference, the difference between the claimed subject 
matter and the prior art rests not on any individual element or function but in the very 
combination itself - that is in the substitution of the project phases of the secondary reference for 
the individual tasks of the primary reference. Thus, the simple substitution of one known 
element for another producing a predictable result renders the claim obvious. 

As per claim 17, Knudson et al teaches the limitations according to claim 16 above, but 
does not explicitly teach upon the completion of a phase within the project development process, 
automatically sending a message to at least one individual with responsibility for the next phase 
in the project development process informing the individual that the next phase can begin; and 
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automatically updating a schedule when project-related events occur. Swanke teaches 
automatically notifying resources of corresponding task responsibilities and associated due dates 
based on the project plan; the automatic notification takes place notifying the resources of 
additional tasks as prerequisite tasks are completed (column 2, lines 1-38). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include the notification 
that a project phase can begin in the system of Knudson et al since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 

The combination of Knudson et al and Swanke et al teaches all of the above with respect 
to tasks of a project but do not explicitly teach a phase of the project development process 
wherein the phase comprises a segment of the project development process that includes multiple 
tasks that are grouped together as a related functional process. Turnbull et al teaches a product 
development system wherein the status of projects are monitored and reported. Turnbull et al 
also teaches segmentation wherein stages of the project are performed sequentially. Also, each 
stage is typically selected so that each stage corresponds to one complete phase of the product 
development status. The sole difference between the primary reference and the claimed subject 
matter is that the primary reference does not disclose the phases as claimed. The secondary 
reference discloses phases of project and shows monitoring phases of a project was known in the 
prior art at the time of the invention. Since each individual element and its function are shown in 
the prior art, albeit shown in separate reference, the difference between the claimed subject 
matter and the prior art rests not on any individual element or function but in the very 
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combination itself - that is in the substitution of the project phases of the secondary reference for 
the individual tasks of the primary reference. Thus, the simple substitution of one known 
element for another producing a predictable result renders the claim obvious. 



Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JOHNNA R. LOFTIS whose telephone number is (571)272- 
6736. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brad Bayat can be reached on 571-272-6704. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Johnna R Loftis/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3624 



